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Abstract
　　This is an action research study involving 58 English majors enrolled in the phonetics course 
that I taught myself at a Japanese university. The major purposes of the study were to 
determine (a) the phonetics and phonology issues that the participants preferred to study and (b) 
the correlations between the topic categories and the degrees to which they acquired the 
knowledge and skills. The questionnaire survey results revealed that the participants were most 
interested in such topics as intonation, sound changes, stress patterns, and the characteristics of 
British and American pronunciations among the 10 topics covered in the course. The factor 
analysis helped to categorize the 10 topics into three groups: (a) practical issues which learners 
could easily comprehend and acquire through in-class explanations (comprehension), (b) issues 
that entailed intensive memorization and analysis (analysis), and (c) one isolated issue related to 
the differentiation between British and American accents (dialect). Not surprisingly, the weekly-
quiz results showed that the participants’ comprehension mean was higher than their analysis 
and dialect means. However, the final-examination results indicated that their analysis and 
dialect means improved remarkably over the semester and surpassed the comprehension mean. 
Although there was a possibility that many participants crammed all the information to attain 
high scores at the one-time examination, they seemed to have recognized their weaknesses 
through weekly quizzes and made efforts to compensate for them by the end of the semester, 
evidencing that the administration of weekly quizzes played a positive pedagogical role.
Introduction
　　Recently, most university courses, including phonetics and phonology courses and other 
linguistics courses, are semester-long, instead of running for an entire academic year. One 
problem pertaining to this trend is that teachers cannot easily cover all major topic areas and 
provide detailed information on each issue within the timeframe of 90 minutes × 15 weeks. 
Consequently, it is necessary to: (a) determine which topics interest students the more in order 
to maintain their motivation and (b) measure their understanding and long-term (or mid-term) 
retention of the knowledge or skills, so that the class time can be efficiently allocated. In other 
words, as the number of class hours for one course is limited, the issues which students find 
unattractive or difficult to understand might be deemphasized or decisively left out of an 
introductory phonetics course and saved for more advanced courses. 
　　The present study is an action research study (Burns, 2005; Wallace, 1998), and its major 
purpose is to improve the quality of an introductory phonetics course that I teach myself at a 
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Japanese university. The major points of investigation were: (a) participants’ topic preferences 
in the phonetics course, (b) their ability to understand the major points in lessons, and (c) their 
ability to retain the knowledge long-term (or mid-term). Participants’ preferences were assessed 
by conducting a questionnaire survey. Their ability to understand the lessons was measured by 
quizzes, administered a week after each class session, and their long-term retention of the 
knowledge was evaluated through the final examination at the end of the semester. Based on the 
results, the explanations for unpopular and challenging issues might be limited to the minimum 
so that a sufficient amount of time will be spent on interesting items that the learners with no 
previous knowledge in English phonetics and phonology can acquire within a semester. 
　　As teacher, I had originally started administering weekly quizzes to encourage students to 
closely attend to the lectures and try to fully understand the major points covered in each class 
session. The pertinent course tended to be filled up to capacity every year (60 students or more), 
and it was noticed that not all students were concentrating on their lecture-taking, as was 
evidenced by occasional chatting between classmates, which made classroom management 
somewhat difficult. It would be best to restrict the number of students to about 30 for this type 
of practicum course, but, instead of turning away some of them, I decided to accommodate them 
all and administer weekly quizzes to guide the students to pay close attention to every point of 
my instruction during the class. In this respect, the present study was intended to evaluate the 
function of this new teaching policy, in addition to the assessment of students’ topic preferences 
and the degree of their acquisition of knowledge.
Background
　　Table 1 summarizes the topic areas covered by some of the phonetics textbooks that have 
been widely used at Japanese universities. The number of pages allocated for each topic is shown 
in cells.
　　The general tendencies are as follows.
1.　All authors use a large number of pages on the detailed explanations of vowel and 
consonant features.
2.　 Some set up a separate section(s) for vowel classification (e.g., the tongue position for each 
vowel, tense vs. lax distinction, rounded vs. flat distinction) and consonant classification 
(e.g., place of articulation, manner of articulation, voicing); others include such 
explanations in the vowel and consonant features sections. 
3.　 The other major topics covered in most textbooks include sound changes in context (e.g., 
assimilation, dissimilation, liaison, deletion, insertion, etc.), word or sentence stress and 
rhythmic patterns, intonation, syllable structures, differences between British and 
American pronunciations.
4.　 Some authors add small sections for (a) historical changes in English pronunciation, (b) the 
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standard English pronunciation(s) and (c) correspondence between spelling and 
pronunciation.
5.　Many authors introduce IPA or other sets of pronunciation symbols, guiding learners to 
understand and/or learn to transcribe English sounds phonetically.
　　Some of the phonetics and phonology textbooks written primarily for native speakers of 
English provide detailed information on some of the above issues. For example, Heffner (1950) 
offers detailed analysis of sound changes in context; likewise, Brown (2012) elaborates on 
connected speeches. Gimson (1989) describes the historical backgrounds of each vowel or 
consonant in detail. Others further provide detailed information on different phonetic/
phonological or pedagogical issues. Ladefoged (1975) gives substantive information on acoustic 
phonetics. Kreidler (1989) explains the ways to predict word stress position and has chapters for 
phonotactics and syllabication in English. Avery and Ehrlich (1992) show how to teach English 
pronunciation to ESL learners, and Jenkins (2000) discusses pronunciation teaching for English 
as an international language. However, the detailed descriptions on all these issues are normally 
beyond the scope and nature of introductory phonetics courses for Japanese university students. 
　　There are no earlier studies directly relevant to the present paper except for my previous 
Table 1
Topics Covered in Phonetics Textbooks (# of Pages Used for Each Topic)
2013 2008 2005 1997 1986 1984 1982 1978
historical background
standard pronunciation  2  4  8
spelling and pronunciation  6 16 17 16
phonetic transcription  4 10 *
speech organs  6  9 *  6  4
phonemes and allophones  4  6 2 4 8
consonant features 50 48 56 25 73 30 36 32
vowel features 44 64 56 23 40 33 54 21
classification * * 15 21 * *  8
syllable structures  3  9  9  6
sound changes 20 28 25 12 24 12 24 10
stress and rhythm 20 28 24 26  8 10 22 22
intonation 12 22 25 16  6  7 12 13
British and American pronunciation * * 23 * * * * *
world Englishes 12
Note. Takebayashi, Shimizu & Saito, 2013; Takebayashi & Saito, 2008; Misono & Hirasaka, 2005; Sugimori, 
Sugimori, Nakanishi & Shimizu, 1997; Matsusaka, 1986; Ando, 1984; Takebayashi, 1982; Isshiki & Matsui, 1978. 
* covered in other sections.
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case study. Ogawa (2007) conducted a questionnaire survey with 32 EFL students at a Japanese 
university, posing 29 questions about their preference for specific phonetics and phonology 
issues (e.g., strong/weak vowel, diphthong, vowel length, deletion, assimilation, aspiration, 
palatalization, vowel and consonant classification, phonetic transcription, etc.). The factor 
analysis results indicated that the participants could be classified into three sub-groups, 
interested in different topic categories or classroom tasks. One group expressed its preference 
for subtle assimilatory changes and detailed description of vowel features, the second liked 
simpler sound changes in context such as liaison and deletion, and the third showed an interest 
in the task of analyzing and describing the English sound systems. In other words, there seemed 
to be students who wished to learn detailed features of English speech sounds that might help 
them acquire authentic English pronunciation, those who wanted useful, but easily under-
standable, tips to make their pronunciation comprehensible, and those who preferred analytical 
linguistic tasks. Although it became evident that the enrolled students could be divided into 
several groups depending on their interest and aptitude, the study did not probe into their 
acquisition of different categories of phonetic knowledge or skills.
　　As mentioned at the beginning of this paper, the total number of class sessions in a course 
is limited while there are many issues to cover or tasks to carry out in class. The topics must be 
prioritized for inclusion in an introductory course through further investigation. At the same 
time, the students’ abilities to understand and absorb the information must also be evaluated.
Research Questions
　　The following research questions guided the present study.
Research Question 1: In which categories of phonetics or phonology topics are the participants 
interested?
Research Question 2: To what extent does the participants’ performance differ between quiz and 
final test in each topic category?
Research Question 3: To what extent do the participants’ quiz-to-final-test gains differ between 
different topic categories?
　　There was no a priori hypothesis for any of the research questions.
Method
Participants
　　Participants were 58 English majors enrolled in the introductory English phonetics course 
at a private Japanese university in the spring of 2014. They were all third- or fourth-year 
female students majoring in English language and literature. The phonetics course was offered 
to upper-division students as an elective course. In addition to the basic English skills training 
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in the lower division, all English majors stayed and studied at the university’s satellite in the 
United States for a period of five to 18 months (i.e., within the period between the beginning of 
the first-year fall semester and the end of the second-year fall semester), depending on their 
personal preferences and readiness to start ESL training overseas. The third- and fourth-year 
students took elective courses in the areas of literature, linguistic, and business/media 
communication after their ESL experience. Consequently, the overall level of their speaking/
listening skills in English was believed to be between upper intermediate and advanced by the 
Japanese university students’ standards. However, an informal survey on the participants’ 
motives for signing up for the phonetics course indicated that they were not confident about 
their pronunciation skills even after being exposed to spoken English overseas for five or more 
months and that they had never studied the sound system of English systematically. 
Instrumentation and Procedure
　　Questionnaire survey. The survey conducted at the end of the semester probed the degree to 
which participants were interested in the major areas of phonetics and phonology issues: 1. 
phoneme and allophone, 2. classification of consonants and vowels, 3. syllable structures, 4. 
differences between British and American pronunciation, 5. detailed features of English 
consonants and vowels, 6. IPA transcription, 7. sound changes in context, 8. stress patterns 
(rhythm), 9. intonation, and 10. phonotactics. These 10 topic areas were listed on the syllabus 
for the course and taught in this prescribed order, whereas topics #2 and #5 required two or 
more class sessions and #4 was practically integrated into the lessons for #5. The survey was 
administered at the end—not at the beginning—of the course because students did not understand 
what the terms (or labels for the lessons) meant before finishing the course. The participants 
indicated their degree of interest on a five-point scale with 5 for the most interesting and 1 for 
the least interesting.
　　Quizzes. The quiz for each topic area was conducted a week after the class session that 
covered the pertinent phonetics or phonology issues. Each quiz comprised five fill-in-the-blank 
questions, and the participants were required to either write the answer or choose from a few 
alternatives to complete a sentence. (Regarding comparatively difficult concepts or terms, they 
chose from a few alternatives.) There were normally two blanks to fill in in each sentence, and 
the full score for each quiz was 10. As the questions were restricted to the major issues covered 
in each session, it was not difficult for students to remember the presented concepts if they 
understand the major theoretical principles, with the notable exceptions of #2 (classification of 
vowels and consonants; e.g., [æ] is defined as a front, low, tense, flat vowel; the consonant [p] is 
classified as a voiceless, bilabial stop) and #6 (phonetic transcription using IPA symbols). For 
these two topics, the participants needed to remember many terms and symbols.
　　Final examination. The question items in the final examination were basically the same as 
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in weekly quizzes. However, the question items were scrambled to prevent any testing effect, 
and a few extra question items were included. The participants were required to review all the 
issues covered in the course and make efforts to remember them for the test at the end of the 
semester. 
Analysis
　　Participants’ preference. The descriptive statistics were computed for the participants’ 
ratings for the 10 topic areas. Then, a factor analysis was performed to reduce the 10 items into 
a few factors. It was hypothesized that the 10 topic areas could be classified into a fewer 
categories that corresponded to the ways that students might deal with the information 
provided in class. Some issues involve difficult concepts to understand or internalize and/or 
painstaking analytical tasks. Afterward, the participants’ performance on the quizzes and final 
examination were compared across the three topic categories represented by the extracted 
factors.
　　Participants’ acquisition, and retention, of the knowledge. First, the descriptive statistics 
for the participants’ quiz and final-test scores were computed. Their scores on each question 
item ranged from zero to 10. Then, a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA and follow-up t-tests 
were performed to determine if there were any significant differences between different topic 
categories or between quiz and final test in each topic category. 
　　The level of significance was set at α＝.05 for all statistical analyses, and Holm’s Sequential 
Bonferroni Method was used to prevent Type I errors (which occur when the statistical test 
results indicate that there is a genuine effect when, in fact, there is not) for all t-tests.
Results
　　Student preference. Table 2 displays the mean and standard deviation for the participants’ 
responses to each question item on the survey. They rated all topics at 3.29 or higher. The most 
popular topics included intonation (M＝4.03, SD＝.86), comparison between British and 
American pronunciations (M＝3.98, SD＝.91), sound changes (M＝3.88, SD＝.73), and stress 
patterns (M＝3.78, SD＝.84). It must be noticed that the learning activities in these areas neither 
required intensive memorization nor entailed tedious analytical tasks.
　　The dimensionality of the 10 items from the student preference measure was analyzed using 
maximum likelihood analysis. The scree test result and the eigenvalues were used to determine 
the number of factors to rotate. The scree plot indicated that there were three factors. The 
eigenvalue associated with the first factor was 3.692, accounting for 36.92％ of the total 
variance; the eigenvalues for the second and third factors were 1.662 (16.62％) and 1.084 (10.84％), 
respectively. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s test produced the measure-of-sampling-adequacy value 
of .77, which was satisfactory. The Bartlett’s sphericity test was also passed, p＝.001. The three 
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factors were rotated using a Varimax rotation procedure.
　　Table 3 shows the factor loadings and communalities for the 10 items. Items 5 (vowel and 
consonants features), 7 (sound changes), 8 (stress patterns), 9 (intonation), and 10 (phonotactics) 
loaded on Factor 1. Items 1 (phoneme and allophones), 2 (classification of vowels and 
consonants), 3 (syllable structure), and 6 (IPA transcription) loaded on Factor 2. Item 4 (British 
and American accents) alone loaded on Factor 3.
　　Cronbach alpha coefficients were calculated to determine the internal reliability for Factors 
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Students’ Topic Preference
Topic Area M SD
1. phoneme and allophones 
2. vowel and consonant classification
3. syllables
4. British and American accents
5. vowel and consonant features 
6. IPA transcription
7. sound changes
8. stress patterns
9. intonation
10. phonotactics
3.29
3.60
3.52
3.98
3.48
3.50
3.88
3.78
4.03
3.34
0.62
0.70
0.76
0.91
0.84
0.96
0.73
0.84
0.86
0.81
Note. N＝58.
Table 3
Factor Analysis Results (N＝58)
Item Factor Loadings Communalities
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
5. vowels and consonant features .62 .45
7. sound changes .46 .29
8. stress patterns .59 .38
9. intonation .56 .36
10. phonotactics .96 .93
1. phoneme and allophones .74 .60
2. classification of vowel and consonants .55 .42
3. syllables .76 .58
6. IPA transcription .59 .47
4. British and American accents .99 .99
Note. Loadings at .45 or greater were considered strong enough for inclusion in each factor. 
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1 and 2 (see Table 4), and the values for both factors were very close to .8.
　　As above mentioned, some of the items involved in Factor 2 required intensive memorization 
and elaborate analysis; therefore, this factor was labeled as memorization and analysis (or 
simply memory). The items involved in Factor 1 did not make equally heavy demands on 
participants’ attentional resources: once they understood the issues, they were more likely to 
retain the knowledge. Therefore, this factor was labeled as comprehension. Item 4 (British and 
American pronunciation), the only item that loaded on Factor 3, was labeled as dialect.
　　Quiz and final test scores. Table 5 displays the descriptive statistics for the participants’ 
scores at quizzes and final test. Although the final test covered approximately 10 times as many 
issues as individual quizzes, their final-test means were consistently higher in all three 
Table 4
Internal Reliability (N＝58)
Factor k Cronbach Alpha
Factor 1
Factor 2
4
5
0.77
0.78
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Quiz and Final Test
Factor 1
(comprehension)
Factor 2
(memory)
Factor 3
(dialect)
Quiz M 5.88 5.25 4.57
95%CI Lower Bound 5.49 4.74 3.97
Upper Bound 6.28 5.76 5.17
SD 1.49 1.93 2.28
Skewness 0.16 0.56 0.46
SES 0.31 0.31 0.31
Kurtosis -0.75 -0.33 -0.50
SEK 0.62 0.62 0.62
Final Test M 7.87 8.82 8.60
95%CI Lower Bound 7.45 8.55 8.09
Upper Bound 8.29 9.10 9.12
SD 1.60 1.04 1.95
Skewness -0.99 -1.19 -1.89
SES 0.31 0.31 0.31
Kurtosis 0.89 0.66 3.94
SEK 0.62 0.62 0.62
Note. N＝58.
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categories than their quiz means. There was no overlapping in 95％ confidential intervals 
between the two tests in any of the three topic categories, implying that the differences were 
likely to be significant.
　　Another interesting point is that, although the dialectal comparison was one of the most 
popular topics, the participants’ quiz mean was very low (M＝4.57, SD＝2.28); then, their final 
scores in the same area improved remarkably (M＝8.60, SD＝1.95). The quiz mean for the 
comprehension category was the highest (M＝5.88, SD＝1.49); the mean for memory was the 
second highest (M＝5.25, SD＝1.93), and the mean for dialect was the lowest. On the other hand, 
the final mean for memory was the highest (M＝8.82, SD＝1.04), the mean for dialect was the 
second highest, and the mean for comprehension was the lowest (M＝7.87, SD＝1.60).
　　Subsequently, a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA was performed to determine if there 
were any statistically significant differences between the participants’ quiz and final-test means 
or between their means across the three topic categories. The independent variables were 
category with three levels (comprehension, memory, and dialect) and test with two levels (quiz 
and final test). The dependent variables were the participants’ scores on the quizzes and final 
test.
　　The multivariate test results showed that the test main effect was significant, Λ＝.29, F(1, 
57)＝142.10, p＝.001, the category main effect was significant, Λ＝.85, F(2, 567)＝5.07, p＝.009, and 
the test × category interaction effect was also significant, Λ＝.45, F(2, 56)＝34.74, p＝.001.
　　The Mauchly’s sphericity test for category was passed, W＝.95, p＝.25. However, the 
sphericity test for test × category was not passed, W＝.85, p＝.01, and, therefore, Greenhouse-
Geisser Method was used for adjustment. The univariate test results (see Table 6) indicated that 
the test main effect was significant, F(1, 57)＝142.10, p＝.001, η2＝.71, and the effect size was 
very large, the factor accounting for 71％ of the variance. The category main effect was 
significant, F(2, 114)＝5.02, p＝.01, η2＝.08; the test × category interaction effect was also 
significant, F(1.74, 99.05)＝29.32, p＝.001, η2＝.34.
　　The significant test main effect evidenced that the participants’ final test mean (M＝8.43, SD
＝.17) was, overall, significantly higher than their quiz mean (M＝5.23, SD＝.23). Furthermore, 
the t-test results, shown in Table 7, indicated that the final test mean was significantly higher 
in each individual category.
　　Next, three pairwise tests were conducted to follow up the significant category main effect. 
The memory mean (M＝7.04, SD＝.13) was significantly higher than the dialect mean (M＝6.59, 
SD＝.21), p＝.002. There was no significant difference between the memory mean and the 
comprehension mean (M＝6.88, SD＝.16), p＝.23, or between the comprehension mean and the 
dialect mean, p＝.07. The effect sizes for quiz-final differences were large for all topic categories.
　　Tables 8 and 9 show the results of t-tests for the differences between the three categories at 
quiz and final test. Every pairwise test, except for the one between final-memory and final-
dialect, indicated that the difference was significant.
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Table 6
Univariate Test Results
df SS MS F p η2
Test 1 890.40 890.40 142.10 0.001 0.71
Residual 57 357.15   6.27
Category 2  12.08   6.04   5.02 0.01 0.08
Residual 114 137.23   1.20
Test × Category 1.74  66.96  38.53  29.32 0.001 0.34
Residual 99.05 130.15   1.31
Note. α＝.05.
Table 7
Quiz-Final Differences in Each Category
Category Test M SD t p d
Comprehension Quiz 1 5.89 1.49  -8.2 .001 1.29
Final 1 7.88 1.60
Memory Quiz 2 5.25 1.93 -11.65 .001 2.30
Final 2 8.82 1.04
Dialect Quiz 3 4.57 2.28 -10.70 .001 1.90
Final 3 8.60 1.95
Note. df＝57.
Table 8
Mean Differences Between Three Categories at Quiz
M SD t p d
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3
Quiz Comp
Quiz Memory
Quiz Comp
Quiz Dialect
Quiz Memory
Quiz Dialect
5.88
5.25
5.88
4.57
5.25
4.57
1.49
1.93
1.49
2.28
1.93
2.28
3.45
6.16
3.76
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.37 (small)
0.68 (medium)
0.32 (small)
Note. df＝57.
Table 9
Mean Differences Between Three Categories at Final Test
M SD t p d
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3
Final Comp
Final Memory
Final Comp
Final Dialect
Final Memory
Final Dialect
7.87
8.82
7.87
8.60
8.82
8.60
1.60
1.04
1.60
1.95
1.04
1.95
-6.07
-3.20
 0.96
0.001
0.002
0.34
0.85 (large)
0.52 (medium)
0.14 (none)
Note. df＝57.
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　　Then, t-tests were conducted to follow up the significant category × test interaction effect. 
Table 10 shows that the participants’ gains (i.e., the differences between their quiz and final-test 
means) in both memory and dialect were significantly greater than in comprehension. There was 
no significant difference between their gains in memory and dialect.
　　To sum up the participants’ quiz and final test results, their quiz mean on comprehension 
was higher than those on memory or dialect, suggesting that they acquired the knowledge in 
the first topic category with greater facility as a function of classroom instruction. However, 
the participants scored higher on memory and dialect at final test after reviewing the lessons 
independently.
Discussion
　　The first research question was related to the participants’ preference concerning the topics 
to be dealt with in the phonetics course. The questionnaire survey results showed that they were 
interested in all 10 topic areas covered in the introductory phonetics course, rating them all as 
above 3 on the five-point scale. This was not surprising because the number of topics had 
already been narrowed down to 10 based on my past teaching experiences. The most popular 
topic areas were intonation (M＝4.03), comparison between British and American pronunciation 
(M＝3.98), sound changes (M＝3.88), and stress patterns (M＝3.78). Knowledge of these issues 
can help EFL learners improve their pronunciation of English, and it is probably the reason 
why they had a strong preference for them. The classification of vowels and consonants (M＝
3.60) and IPA transcription (M＝3.50), which required intensive memorization of technical terms 
and concepts, were a little less popular.
　　Ogawa (2007) revealed that sound change was one popular topic and that vowel and consonant 
classification and IPA transcription attracted a different sub-group of students. The in-class 
observations also confirmed that the analytical work for classification and transcription 
imposed some burden on learners. However, it was difficult to decide in which categories the 
Table 10
Mean Differences Between the Quiz-Final Differences in the Three Categories
M SD t p d
Final-Comp_Quiz-Comp & 
Final-Memory_Quiz-Memory
1.99 1.84
-7.24 0.001 0.76 (medium)
3.58 2.34
Final-Comp_Quiz-Comp & 
Final-Dialect_Quiz-Dialect
1.99 1.84
-6.65 0.001 0.85 (large)
4.03 2.87
Final-Memory_Quiz-Memory 
& Final-Dialect_Quiz-Dialect
3.58 2.34
-1.50 0.14 0.17 (none)
4.03 2.87
Note. df＝57.
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other topic areas might fall, and the present study resorted to the statistical data from a factor 
analysis for further classification. The extracted factors seemed to represent three topic 
categories: (a) the topics that address the practical phonetic issues that can help improve 
learners’ English pronunciation (e.g. sound changes, intonation, stress patterns, characteristics 
of English vowels and consonants), (b) the topics that required intensive memorization and 
analysis (e.g., IPA transcription and classification of vowels and consonants) or some issues that 
the learners might not have perceived as equally practical or comprehensible (e.g., phoneme and 
allophones, syllable structure), and (c) one isolated topic area that concerned the differentiation 
between British and American pronunciation. It is acknowledged, of course, that this 
categorization needs to be reevaluated through repeated studies to generate a more valid and 
reliable model.
　　The second research question addressed the extent to which participants’ quiz and final test 
scores differed in each topic category. The participants’ final test means were consistently and 
significantly higher than their quiz means in all three topic categories. This result was 
unexpected in that, whereas each quiz covered one individual area, the final test required 
students to review the entire course material and retain all the provided information. One 
possible explanation for this tendency is that most students did not spend long enough time 
preparing for, or reviewing, each class session and ended up with rather low scores on weekly 
quizzes. As is the case of many university students’ coping strategy, they might have crammed 
all the information for the major test at the end of the semester. I had decided to administer 
weekly quizzes to encourage students to study constantly, but this policy did not necessarily 
generate the most desirable effects. On the other hand, the final test scores might reflect the 
accumulation of repeated study results, not the last-minute cramming, and this point needs to 
be further clarified in future studies. 
　　The third research question probed the degree to which participants’ quiz and final-test 
means differed across the three categories. Interestingly, although the participants scored high 
in the comprehension category at quiz, their means in memory and dialect rose sharply at final 
test and exceeded their comprehension mean. There was a significant interaction effect between 
comprehension and dialect, and it was possible that the participants had made extra efforts to 
solidify their knowledge in the weaker categories (i.e., dialect and memory) in preparation for 
the final examination. From a pedagogical perspective, although their cramming for the final 
test was not desirable, one positive effect of the administration of weekly quizzes was that the 
students noticed their weaknesses through the quizzes and tried to compensate for them toward 
the end of the semester.
Conclusion
　　To briefly recapitulate, the questionnaire survey showed that the participants had a strong 
interest in such topic areas as intonation, sound changes, stress patterns, and the characteristics 
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of British and American pronunciations, which were all practical issues for pronunciation 
learning and could be acquired without mastering difficult terminology or undergoing difficult 
analytical work. Their final means were higher than their quiz means in all three categories, 
and their scores improved remarkably in the topic categories in which they performed poorly 
(i.e., memory and dialect) at weekly quizzes. The teacher’s efforts to encourage the students’ 
constant studying by administering weekly quizzes brought about both positive and negative 
results.
　　Individually, some participants scored high at both weekly quizzes and final test, and it was 
evident that they paid attention to the teacher’s instruction all the time and worked hard 
throughout the semester. Moreover, the fact that many students noticed their weaknesses after 
quizzes and made extra efforts to compensate for them by the end of the semester can be 
considered as a positive effect. However, the fact that the final means for the entire group were 
significantly higher than the quiz means implies that many students might have resorted to 
rote-memorization for the purpose of scoring high in the one-time test at the end of the term, 
and there is still room for improvement in some aspects of class administration. Future in-class 
tasks and activities need to be readjusted so that all students will closely attend to all phonetics 
and phonology issues covered at each session. Their long-term acquisition of knowledge may be 
measured by administering a delayed post-test.
　　It is acknowledged that the present study probed only the participants’ general topic 
preference and their scores on quizzes and the final test and that research studies on the process 
in which they acquire specific skills and knowledge in individual areas might produce more 
meaningful information. However, it is believed that this overall evaluation of the course has at 
least laid a foundation for follow-up studies in the future. 
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